Response to EPA Review Comments dated June 17, 2002
January 21, 2002 Post Remediation Report — Sand Blast Grit Area
Occidental Chemical Cor poration, Delawar e City, DE

Beow are the June 17, 2002 comments from the USEPA regarding the January 21, 2002 Post
Remediation Report — Sand Blast Grit Area, followed — in bold — by OxyChem' s response.

1 Section 3.2 of the Post Remediation Report includes a satement indicating that arsenic is not
believed to be a contaminant of concern at the facility. Based on the data collected as part of the
confirmation sampling for the SBGA,, it gppearsthat arsenic must be cons dered acontaminant of concern at
thefacility. Asnoted inthe Report, 8 of the 20 confirmation sample resultswere abovetheindustrial RBC
for arsenic. Based on areview of Figure 3, and the distribution and concentration of metas detected in
soils, the highest concentrations of arsenic and lead tend to be located near the sand blasting booth,
suggesting the SGBA asthe source of these contaminants. Please darify whether arseniciscontained inany
of the paintsused by Occidental or sand blasted at the SBGA, or whether arsenic concentrations have been
observed in the sand blast grit (if andyzed).

Based on discussionswith the Plant, OxyChem is not awar e of whether ar senic wascontained in
any of the paintsused historically at thefacility or sand blasted at the SBGA. TCLP analysisof
thesand blagt grit performed for disposal pur posesrevealsno arsenic. Thesedatawereincluded
as Attachment B to OxyChem’s August 21, 2001 response to EPA’s June 29, 2001 comments.

2. During our review of Section 4.0 of the Post Remediation Report, we noted that athough the
average concentration of TAL metalswere below industria RBCs based on direct contact (except arsenic),
severa data points showed concentrations of concern with respect to the soil-to-groundwater pathway
(SSLsexceeded for arsenic and mercury). With respect to the arsenic concentrations (8 out of 20 samples
exceeded industrial RBC for direct contact), EPA recommends that measures be taken to excavate visble
gritand surficid soil inthe areasthat confirmation samples 1, 3, and 5 were collected (immediately adjacent
to pad), as depicted on Figure 3 of the Report. Thiswould help to ensure that the SBGA IM mesets the
origindly stated objectives, and results in diminating the risk of human/worker exposure through direct
contact. Additiona excavation should also be consdered and completed at those confirmation sample
locations where il screening levels (“SSLS”) for mercury and arsenic were exceeded. This additiond

remova would help ensure that groundwater is not impacted by these elevated soil concentrations.

Oxychem will perform additional excavation of the visblegrit and surface soilsin thevicinity of
confirmation samples 1, 3, 5, 8, 13, and 16 prior to the post-remediation inspection.

3. Table 3 - EPA noted afew errorsduring our review of thisTable. Although we are not requesting
revisonsto thisdocument, wewill describethe errorsthat were noted for your future reference, and to help
you understand the conclusions EPA reached regarding the need for additional action to addressresidud
inorganic soil concentrations that may pose a risk to groundwater. EPA uses the Generic SSLs for
migration to groundwater that are provided in the May 1996 Soil Screening Guidance, Technica



Background Document (EPA/540/R-95/129) for screening data to identify whether any threat to
groundwater may be posed by the leaching pathway. Some referenceto this guidance should be added to
Table3. EPA doesnot typicaly usethe“Ingestion” and “Inhalation volatiles” vauesthat are aso provided
with the Generic SSLs for migration to groundwater in the May 1996 guidance document for screening
data. Therefore, the column titled “EPA Generic SSL Direct” on Table 3 should be ddleted. The last
column of Table 3 includes mogt of the SSLs that EPA uses for screening Site data with the following
exceptions:

-Arsenic vaues should be revised and updated to reflect the new MCL for Arsenic of 10 ppb
versusthe 50 ppb vaue the Generic SSLswere derived from. At aminimum, the Arsenic SSL vaue should
be amended to include the EPA Region 111 RBC table SSL based on aDAF of 20 for arsenic (2.6 x 10-2
mg/kg).

- The footnote assigned to the chromium SSL isincorrect. Table A-1 of theMay 1996 EPA Soil
Screening Guidance, Technical Background Document includes a SSL value of 38 mg/kg for both totdl
chromium and hexavaent chromium.

-EPA has no generic SSL for lead, and the 400 ppm value on Table 3 isincorrect. Oxy would
have to derive aspecific SSL for lead beginning with the 15 ppb action level currently used by EPA asan
interim groundwaeter protection standard for lead.

-Thelast error relatesto mercury; 2 ppmisthe correct SSL to usefor screening inorganic mercury
data, however the footnote assgned to this value is incorrect. This value was developed for inorganic
mercury, and is not applicable to methyl mercury, as currently noted on Table 3, footnote C. This
concludes the errors noted during our review of Table 3.

OxyChem acknowledges and accepts EPA’s above commentsregarding Table 3.

4, EPA agreeswith Occidental’ sproposal to ingpect the SBGA on a bi-monthly basi's, and to remove
vigblegrit that hasaccumulated for offStedigposa. Please clarify whether these bi- monthly ingpectionswill
be continued for aslong asthe SBGA isused, or whether Occidentd envisoned ashorter timeframe. In
addition, EPA is interested in participating in the Post-remediation ingpection thet is referenced in the
January 21, 2002 cover letter for the Report. Please contact us to schedule an acceptable time for this
task.

OxyChem envisionsthat these inspections will continue into the for eseeable future. OxyChem
will contact EPA regar ding the Post-Remediation ingpection following the excavation discussed in
theresponse to comment 2.

5. EPA hasdso reviewed theMay 9, 2002 Bimonthly Progress Report submitted by Occidentd, and
the SBGA inspection log that is provided as Attachment A. The following comments were noted on the
SBGA ingpection log from April 4, 2002:
- ‘The tarp that surrounds the pad is blown away.”
-“ Workers were welding rails around pad to attach new walls/tarp around area.”
-“ Area surrounding pad had small amount of grit on ground.”

The May 9 Bimonthly Progress Report dso included a statement indicating that the curtains damaged



during arecent windstorm will be replaced upon delivery. Please clarify this matter and provide EPA with
an update on the current conditions of the SBGA prior to arranging for a Post Remediation ingpection.
Please darify whether thetarp referenced in the Ingpection Log is part of the IM activities completed at the
SBGA, or whether this could be areferenceto one of the curtains. Hasthetarp been replaced asnotedin
the recommendations on the inspection log? Please dso indicate whether sand blasting work has been
performed at the SBGA without any curtainsaround the concrete pad, and whether significant quantities of
grit have accumulated on the surface of the ground around the concrete pad as a result of this. Findly,
please darify whether the curtains have been ddivered and ingtalled.

Thetarp referenced in the I nspection L og refer sto the curtainsaround thenorth, west, and east
sdesof the Sand Blast Grit Area. Theentrance/exit curtain installed aspart of thel M sactivities
remains in place and isintact on the south side. Sand blasting was not performed during the
period of time that there were no curtains at the Sand Blast Grit Area. Construction of the
replacement sides (fiber glass) was completed on July 10th.



